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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 
The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S. C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

1. Claims 1, 15, 18, 20, 24, and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as 
failing to comply with the enablement requirement. Claims 2-14, 16, 17, 19, 21 - 23, and 26 - 
29 are also rejected based on their dependency on the rejected independent claims. The 
independent claims contain subject matter which was not described in the specification in such a 
way as to enable one skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly 
connected, to make and/or use the invention. 

The specification is does not provide an enabling disclosure as to how the print engine for 
the residual queues operates. Print jobs are routed to the residual queue because their destination 
print queue names do not match any of the named print queues. This residual print engine is 
stated to print all the unidentifiable jobs placed in the residual queue without describing how it 
will take a wide variety of print jobs that are not accepted by the named queues and print them 
successfully as implied. It is not understood from the applicant's disclosure how this residual 
print engine is able to print all of the residual jobs. Further explanation of the operation of this 
residual print engine is needed to enable one skilled in the art to make and/or use this invention. 

2. Claim 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to comply with the 
enablement requirement. The claim contains subject matter which was not described in the 
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specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which 
it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the invention. 

The first and second filter methodologies are discussed, but an enabling disclosure as to 
how they format the data is not provided. A written description of the algorithm steps and/or 
code that provides for converting of the print jobs discussed on page 24, lines 20 - 24 of the 
application is required. Further explanation discussing what exactly the schemes and 
methodologies are and how they work to correctly format the data for printing is required to 
enable one skilled in the art to make and/or use this invention. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC§103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1 - 7, 9 - 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hower, Jr. et al. (US 5467434) in view of Yellepeddy et al. (US 6288790), hereafter as Hower 
and Yellepeddy. 

Regarding claim L Hower teaches a printing system (Fig. 1 ref. no. 10, col. 3 lines 35-66) 
that has at least one named print queue (Fig. 2 ref no. 41-1 . . .42-N, col. 4 line 29, wherein the 
queues are selectable by the user). This printing system includes a method for receiving print 
jobs (col. 4 line 9, wherein the jobs are transmitted from client to server, which implies that the 
server then has the ability to receive the print jobs). Hower also discloses forwarding print jobs 
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to their corresponding print queues after a comparison step matches has matched them (col. 4 
lines 52-52, wherein comparisons are done based on print job selections from the user and one 
option of the user is to select a print queue as stated above). The forwarding of said print jobs is 
specifically shown in Figure 8 (Fig. 8 ref. no. 72-1 . . .72-N, col. 6 lines 45-47, wherein the 
various sending actions take place based on different comparisons 52, 56, 60, and 66). 

In the case that no named queues match and the comparisons fail, the print job is not sent 
to any queues and a fault message appears to the user (Fig. 8 ref. no. 54, 58, 64, and 70, col. 7 
lines 38-41). Thus, Hower does not disclose the idea of a residual queue to handle erroneous 
print jobs or the routing thereof, but he does suggest that alternate approaches can be used to 
handle erroneous print jobs (col. 9 line 20, wherein finishing option rules can be reprogrammed). 

Yellepeddy teaches using a residual print queue to handle erroneous print jobs (Fig. 2 A 
ref no. 206, col. 4 lines 1 1-29, wherein this queue holds the print jobs for which the named 
queue can not be found). Yellepeddy teaches that erroneous print jobs are forwarded to said 
residual print queue when the named queue designated is not found in the printing device (Fig. 
4A step 406, col. 7 lines 48-50, wherein a remote printer queue being inaccessible equates to the 
queue name not being found). A method for printing a print job forwarded to the residual print 
queue is also disclosed (Fig. 4B step 442, col. 4 lines 43-47, wherein the job can be later chosen 
to be printed on a remote printer). 

Hower and Yellepeddy are combinable because they are from the same field of endeavor 
i. e. handling and printing print jobs within a printing system comprising print queues. 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to use the residual 
queue system teaching of Yellepeddy to handle the erroneous print jobs of Hower. This would 
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increase the overall print efficiency of the system by assuring that jobs that otherwise would not 
have been printed by Hower' s setup are now printed. 

Regarding claim 2 . which depends from claim 1, Hower teaches the further printing of 
print jobs forwarded named queues via the associated printers (Fig. 2 ref. no. 12-1 . 12-N, col. 3 
line 37-40). 

Regarding claim 3 , which depends from claim 1, the print jobs that are forwarded to the 
residual queue of Yellepeddy must have their original queue name designation converted to the 
residual name in order to correctly route and forward the print job to the residual queue (Hower 
col. 4 line 9, wherein the forwarding of print jobs to the correct queue is assumed in 
transmission). 

Regarding claims 4 and 5 , which depend from claim 3 as applied to claim 1, the 
recognizing claim 4 and the determining and comparing of claim 5 are completed by the 
methods of the combination examiner of Hower (Fig. 2 ref no. 37, col, 4 lines 49-64). The 
combination examiner handles the comparisons of print job properties including the selected 
queue, which in this case would have been converted by the method in claim 3, with a list of 
printer properties which determines where the print job is forwarded as in claim 1 (Fig. 8, 
wherein example comparisons are shown). 

Regarding claim 6 , which depends from claim 1, the method of determining is completed 
by the methods of the combination examiner of Hower as applied to claims 4 and 5. 

Regarding claim 7 , which depends from claim 6, the specific method of determining by 
comparing a queue name field in the print command is met by the comparisons in the 
combination examiner as shown in figure 8 (col. 5 lines 59-66, wherein Hower states that other 
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suitable approaches can be used for desired comparisons). These comparisons can include the 
%XRXrecipientName field of the job as shown in figure 3 (Fig. 3 ref. no. 35-1) as it is a 
recipient name field and the current recipient is the named queue to route the job to as talked 
about in claim 1. 

Regarding claim 9 . as applied to claim 1, Hower teaches that each print queue is mapped 
to a printer profile (Fig. 2 ref. no. 44, column 4 line 3 1). These profiles will hereafter be referred 
to as filters because they along with the server processor (ref. no. 50) act as filters, converting the 
print job data into the specific data needed for the printers. By adding the residual queue of 
Yellepeddy to the printing methods of Hower, the residual queue would also have a specific filter 
associated with it in order to convert the data in the residual queue for printing as claimed in 
claim 9. 

Regarding claims 10 and 1 L which depend from claim 9 as applied to claim 1, Hower 
teaches that each one of the one or more filters corresponding to named queue designations is 
associated with a different one of the print queues (Fig. 2 ref no. 43, col. 4 line 39, wherein each 
queue is mapped to a different specific filter in a one-to-one relationship). Various mapping 
arrangements other than one-to-one can be used with Hower 5 s invention which satisfies the 
limitation set forth in claim 10 of c one or more filters' (col. 4, line 40). 

Regarding claim 12 , as applied to claim 1, Hower teaches that the disclosed printing 
system transmits the print job from the client (Fig. 2 ref no. 15) to the server (Fig 2 ref no. 25, 
col. 4, line 9), and it then is transmitted to the printers (Fig 2 ref. no. 12 col. 1, line 18). 

Regarding claim 13 . which depends from claim 12, Hower teaches using a complete 
networked system (Fig. 1 & 2, col. 3 lines 63-66). 
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Regarding claim 14 , which depends from claim 1, Hower teaches a method of using a 
print command to transmit print jobs through the system (Fig 2. ref. no. 35, col. 4 lines 5-8). The 
queue name field limitation is met by the %XRXrecipientName field of the job (Fig. 3 ref. no. 
35-1, wherein it is a recipient name field and the current recipient is the named queue to route the 
job to as talked about in claim 1). 

Regarding claim 20 . the limitations of the computer readable program storage medium 
tangibly embodying a program of instructions are included in the limitations of rejected method 
claim 1 . The operation of the computer program claim 20 performs the steps of method claim 1 
within a computer readable medium as covered in Hower where the instructions for the 
operations to the prescribed methods above are stored in a computer readable medium such as 
the server processor (Fig. 2 ref. no. 50) or combination examiner and memory (Fig. 2 ref. no. 37, 
col. 2 lines 32-50 and col. 4 line 50 and col. 7 line 15). 

Regarding claim 21 . which depends from claim 20, when Yellepeddy defines the residual 
queue (Fig. 2 A ref no. 206), Yellepeddy also must complete the step to assign it a corresponding 
name. These print jobs that are forwarded to the residual queue of Yellepeddy must go through a 
step to have their original queue name designation converted to the residual name in order to 
correctly route and direct the print job to the residual queue (Hower col. 4 line 9, wherein the 
forwarding of print jobs to the correct queue is assumed in transmission). 

Regarding claim 22 , which depends from claim 20, claim 6 wholly recites the steps of 
claim 22 for determining whether the print jobs identify destination print queue names that do 
not match a named print queue. Therefore, program steps claim 22 is rejected as it is applied to 
independent claim 20 based on the rejection of claim 6. 
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Regarding claim 23 . which depends from claim 20, the limitations of method claim 9 
wholly recite the steps of claim 23 for commonly filtering residual print queue jobs with a shared 
filter. Therefore, program steps of claim 23 are rejected as it is applied to independent claim 20 
based on the rejection of claim 9. 

Regarding claim 25 . the limitations of method 1 wholly recite the steps of method claim 
25. The use of named queues of Hower, cited in the rejection of claim 1, assumes the assigning 
of names to the one or more print queues. Therefore, method claim 25 is rejected based on the 
rejection of claim 1 . 

Regarding claim 26 . which depends from claim 25, the limitations of claim 26 are 
included as limitations in claims 1 and 2. Claim 1 covers the forwarding of jobs to their 
associated named queue, and claim 2 covers the printing of one or more of the print jobs stored 
in the named print queues. Therefore, claim 26 is rejected as it applies to claim 25 based on the 
rejections of claims 1 and 2. 

Regarding claim 27 . which depends from claim 25, the limitations of method claims 1 
and 3 include the limitations of the method claim 27. The dependent claim 3 recites the same 
steps as method claim 27, therefore claim 27 is rejected as it applies to claim 25 based on the 
rejections of claims 1 and 3. In regards to the defining of a residual queue name, claim 3 
assumes the creation of such a 'residual print queue designation. 5 

Regarding claims 28 and 29 . which depend from claim 25, the limitations of method 
claims 1, 9 and 10 above include all limitations of the method claims 28 and 29. The dependent 
method claims of 9 and 10 recited the same steps as the method claims of 28 and 29, therefore 
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claims 28 and 29 as applied to claim 25 are rejected based on the rejections of claims 1, 9, and 
10. 

Regarding claim 24 . Hower discloses in figure 2 a computer network system for 
processing print jobs. Thus, all of the functionality the network can be applied to claim 24. The 
inclusion of a plurality of client computers (Fig. 2 ref no. 1 5- 1 . . . 1 5-N) and a server (Fig. 2 ref 
no. 25) meets the limitations in the preamble of claim 24. 

Hower teaches using a client job control module to generate print job commands (Fig. 2 
ref. no. 16, col. 4 line 53). The destination queue name limitation is met by the 
%XRXrecipientName field of the job (Fig. 3 ref. no. 35-1, wherein it is a recipient name field 
and the current recipient is the named queue to route the job to as talked about in claim 1). 
Hower also teaches that transmission media is coupled between all of the components of the 
network, including client and server (Fig. 2, col. 3 line 65 and col. 4 line 9, wherein 
communication channels interconnecting the network transmit jobs from client to server). As 
shown in Figure 2 of Hower, there is a plurality of named print queues within said network 
system (Fig. 2 ref. no. 41-1 . . .42-N, col. 4 line 29, wherein the queues are selectable by the user). 
Yellepeddy teaches using a residual print queue to handle erroneous print jobs (Fig. 2A ref. no. 
206, col. 4 lines 1 1-29, wherein this queue holds the print jobs for which the named queue can 
not be found). 

Hower also discloses a server job control module (Fig. 2 ref. no. 37, col. 4 lines 49-64, 
wherein it is noted that the combination examiner could be disposed at the server). This job 
control module has both a compare module (Fig. 8 ref. no. 52, 56, 60, and 66, col. 4 line 54, 
wherein selections programmed by the user are compared, such as queue name) wherein failing 
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the comparison provides the job with an undefined identifier as the job is passed along the flow 
of Figure 8 to the queue name resolution module. Yellepeddy discloses this queue name 
resolution module (Yellepeddy Fig 4A ref no. 406, col. 7, lines 48-50, wherein print jobs are 
directed to the residual queue based on being unidentifiable or undefined). A print engine for 
printing a print job forwarded to the residual print queue is also disclosed by Yellepeddy (Fig. 
4B step 442, col. 4 lines 43-47, wherein the job can be later chosen to be printed on a remote 
printer Fig. 1 ref no. 108). 

Regarding claims 15-17 . the printers (Fig. 2 ref. no. 12) and the print server (Fig. 2 ref. 
no. 25) of Hower can be combined into one printer device as broadly recited from claim 15. The 
limitations of said printer are met in the rejection of apparatus claim 24. 

Regarding claim 18 . the printers (Fig. 2 ref. no. 12) and the print server (Fig. 2 ref. no. 
25) of Hower can be combined into one print server device as broadly recited from claim 18. 
The limitations of said print server are met in the rejection of apparatus claim 24. 

Regarding claim 19 . which depends from claim 18, Hower teaches using filters to convert 
the print jobs to a printable format for the printers (Fig. 2 ref no. 44, column 4 line 31, wherein 
the printer profile acts as a filter as discussed in the rejection of claim 9). By adding the residual 
queue of Yellepeddy to the printing methods of Hower, the residual queue would also have a 
specific filter and methodology associated with it in order to convert the data in the residual 
queue for printing as claimed in claim 19. The same filtering applies to the named print queue 
filters of Hower having a different filter or filters as that of the residual queue as discussed in the 
rejections of claims 10 and 11. 
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4. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hower in view of 
Yellepeddy as applied to independent claim 1 and dependent claim 7 above, and further in view 
of McLaughlin. 

The combination of Hower and Yellepeddy does not teach the use of the Line Printer 
Daemon (LPD) Protocol as a specific protocol to send the print jobs in such a printing system. 
McLaughlin teaches using the LPD Protocol as a common and effective way to send print jobs - 
with a queue name field, as shown in McLaughlin section 5 and further. It would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to create a standard method of transferring print 
jobs in the Hower/Yellepeddy system in accordance with the LPD Protocol. The motivation for 
doing so would have been to adapt a specific, proven, and industry standard way of preparing 
and using print jobs throughout said system. 

Response to Arguments 

5. Applicant's arguments filed 12/2/2004 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

6. With respect to applicant's 112(1) argument that the specification is enabling, wherein 
applicant points to specification language "[t]he present invention allows print jobs to be 
processed by a print server when using such protocols, even if the queue name provided as part 
of the command does not conform to any of the queue names currently identified on the print 
server," at page 13, lines 14-18. 

In reply: Examiner states in non-final rejection as repeated above "it is not understood 
from the applicant 's disclosure how this residual queue print engine is able to print all of the 
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residual jobs." As applicant submits, the specification simply states that jobs are printed that are 
sent to the residual queue, thus stating any job that lands in the residual queue is successfully 
printed. 

Jobs are placed in the residual queue when they don't match up with a named queue. The 
core reasons to be matched up with a named queue is either that the user or computer selected a 
printer or print queue where the job would for sure be printed (printer's ability to print the job) 
correctly in an efficient amount of time. Thus, the reasons for a job to not match up with a 
named queue are of wide variety, including, but not limited to: 

• Jobs that were sent to the wrong server, so the current server does not have the correct 
named queue. 

• A printer in the network went down, so the named queue(s) associated with it are 
down as well for the time being. 

• Jobs could not be matched up with any printer of the named queues that could print 
the job correctly (for example, no color printer in the system for a color job or the 
printer can not print the required fonts or the required file types). 

• Jobs that are not whole jobs or they contain errors and so therefore their queue name 
is in error as well. 

• Jobs that are not prepared correctly for the present printing system, they might have a 
different job formatting for a different printing system (from an old OS, a different 
OS, or an old printer driver) and therefore do not match up with any named queues 
because the part of the file is different that is being compared. _____ _ 
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• Jobs that the user does not remember or know the print queue relating to a printer 
they want the job printed on, so a guess is made or they ask someone who gives them 
bad information and examples of the like. 

The examples are not limited to those above. The conclusion is that the jobs that land in 
the applicant's residual queue can be of a WIDE variety of print jobs and the applicant does not 
disclose how the invention takes into account the wide variety of jobs and then prints them all 
out. The claimed printing of the print jobs in the residual queue assumes the jobs are printed 
correctly, or else the invention would not have utility. Therefore, taking one instance for 
example^ a job is routed to the residual queue because its named queue is not available. The job 
has font data that can only be printed on the printer that the unavailable named queue relates to. 
Therefore, the invention would print out the print job according to the residual print job filter 
(Fig. 3) and the job would not be outputted correctly because only the unavailable printer had 
those fonts loaded. 

So for the residual queue to work, it must be able to print out every type of job listed 
above correctly because any of these types of jobs can land in the residual queue because there 
are many reasons why a job might not match up with a named queue. 

The applicant does not disclose how the residual queue will take a wide variety of print 
jobs that are not accepted by the named queues and print them successfully as implied and thus 
the 1 12, first paragraph rejection of enablement is maintained. 

7. With respect to applicant's argument on page 10, second to last paragraph, that Hower, 
does not disclose, teach, or suggest the mere "forwarding print jobs having a print queue 
designation that matches a named print queue in the printing device to the designated print 
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queue/' because Hower matches printer parameters with parameter's of print jobs and then 
designates the printer for the print job, if a printer is available. 

In reply, Hower teaches that the print queue designation for a print job is selected either 
by the user (col. 4 line 30) or by the combination examiner (col. 4 lines 52-62, wherein a print 
queue is selected for a print job based on the parameters as shown in Fig. 8). Once a print queue 
(which must have a name in order for the job to be routed to it, for example QUEUE 1 or 
Printer 1 Queue or in this case 41-1, 42-2. . .) is selected through either process, the job is then 
forwarded to the appropriate print queue. In order to arrive at the correct queue, the designated 
print queue name and the name of the printer queues in the server 25 must be compared. For 
example, the jobs coming from client 15-1 are sent through the lower arrow communication to 
the printer queue file 43 which contains multiple queues. In order to be placed in the correct 
queue, a match must be made between the designated named queue and the named queue in the 
file. 

8. With respect to applicant's argument on page 1 1 that Yellepeddy fails to disclose, teach 
or suggest "forwarding print jobs having a print queue designation that does not match a named 
print queue in the printing device to the residual queue." 

In reply, applicant submits in the top paragraph of page 1 1, that Yellepeddy teaches the 
transient queue receives print jobs having designations matching a print queue that is 
disconnected or unavailable. When a print job is unavailable, the named print queue associated 
with the job is also unavailable as taught by Yellepeddy (step 408) and the job is forwarded to 
the transient queue. Thus, anytime a print queue is not found, it is assumed to be unavailable and 
all jobs that do not find a matched queue are forwarded/spooled to the transient/residual queue. 
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9. With respect to applicant's argument on page 1 1 that the two references are 
uncombinable because they would change the principal operation of Hower. 

In reply, applicant submits in the second to last paragraph, last sentence of page 1 1, that 
'combining Yellepeddy with Hower would require the decision tree of Hower to be changed, 
thereby changing the principle of operation of Hower'. Examiner stated in non- final rejection, 
page 4, middle paragraph, that 'he (Hower) does suggest that alternate approaches can be used to 
handle erroneous print jobs (col. 9 line 20, wherein finishing option rules [shown in Fig. 8] can 
be reprogrammed])'. Therefore Hower suggests (also saying that the invention of Hower is 
highly flexible in line 21) modifications in the decision tree as would be done in the addition of 
the transient queue of Yellepeddy. Therefore, the principle operation of Hower would not 
change, just how erroneous print jobs or jobs with characteristics that currently don't match up 
with a queue are handled. 

The premise of Yellepeddy is to prevent such errors by providing a transient queue to 
hold jobs until the appropriate queue can be decided on or found. Thus, by combining 
Yellepeddy with Hower, instead of an fault message appearing in steps 54, 58, 64. . ., the job 
would be spooled to a transient queue because no queue can be found that would print the job, 
thus the jobs are forwarded to print queue file 43 and would be placed in a new queue called the 
transient queue as taught by Yellepeddy. Then, if in the future a printer comes into the system 
that can print the jobs in the queue, the job waiting in the residual queue can be printed by the 
new printer. 

Conclusion 
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10. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

1 1 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Lucas Divine whose telephone number is 703-306-3440. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday, 7:30am - 5:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David Moore can be reached on 703-308-7452. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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